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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Buster Hall, Jr., appeals from the district court's order sentencing
him to twenty-four months imprisonment upon revocation of his
supervised release. We affirm.

Hall was convicted in February 1991 of conspiracy to distribute
cocaine and was sentenced to twenty-seven months imprisonment,
followed by three years of supervised release. Hall began his term of
supervised release on March 19, 1993. On November 30, 1995, Hall
was charged in a three-count indictment with conspiracy to distribute
and to possess with intent to distribute crack cocaine and aiding and
abetting the distribution of crack cocaine, 21 U.S.C.A. 88 841(a)(1),
846 (West 1981 & Supp. 1996), 18 U.S.C. § 2 (1994). Based upon his
arrest and a positive urine screen for cocaine base, the Government
filed a petition to revoke Hall's supervised release.*

Hall pled guilty to the conspiracy count and was sentenced to forty-
two months imprisonment followed by thirty-six months of super-
vised release. The district court also imposed a consecutive twenty-
four-month term of imprisonment for Hall's violation of his super-
vised release. Hall appeals, claiming that he was subjected to double
jeopardy in that the same offense to which he pled guilty was the
offense forming the basis for revocation of his supervised release.

This court recently addressed an identical claim in United Statesv.
Woodrup, 86 F.3d 359 (4th Cir.), cert. denied,  U.S.__ ,65
U.S.L.W. 3294 (U.S. Oct. 15, 1996) (No. 96-6025). Because the pun-
ishment imposed upon revocation of supervised release is considered

*Two of the conditions of Hall's supervised rel ease were that he not
commit any crime (federal, state, or local) and that he not use or possess
any controlled substance.
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punishment for the original offense, "the Double Jeopardy Clause
does not prohibit the government from criminally prosecuting and
punishing an offense which has formed the basis for revocation of a
term of supervised release.” |d. at 363; see also United States v. Soto-
Olivas, 44 F.3d 788, 792 (9th Cir.), cert. denied,  U.S.__ ,63
U.S.L.W. 3860 (U.S. June 5, 1995) (No. 94-9173). Accordingly, we
affirm. We dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the court
and argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



